relationship. _2/     An adverse action may or may not be  discrirainatorily
motivated.     Here,  however,   the posting of Jenkins1   letter was not a
self-evident form of  adverse action,   like discharge  or suspension.
Therefore,  we must  examine closely the  surrounding circumstances  to deter-
mine the nature of   this  action.

Hecla-Day's   explanation that the   letter was posted in an effort  to
uncover the  truth concerning Jenkinsr   allegations  is   credible.    Jenkins
sent this  letter  to management in the   aftermath of a  fatal accident.     The
letter  leveled a number of serious  safety complaints,   for example,   that
drinking by some miners was a major problem at the mine and had been a
contributing factor in the accident.   3J     As   the judge   found,   there is
every Indication on  this record  that mine management was concerned by
Jenkins!  charges  and was determined,   in good   faith,   to  ascertain
whether they had  any basis.

In a letter  dated January 5,   1981,   General Manager Droste acknow-
ledged  receipt of  Jenkins'   letter and  stated:

The observations and accusations  contained  therein
are of  a most  serious  nature.     I have Informed
Mr.   Calhoun   [the president of Day Mines],   and am
hereby  advising you,   that all  Items  mentioned by
you will be  investigated and will be treated  in
a written response to  you.

Res.   Exh.   1.     Management subsequently  undertook an Investigation of
Jenkins'   complaints..    The  investigation resulted in Droste's  detailed
letter of January  14,   1981,   responding  to and  denying  Jenkins*   charges.

While this  internal investigation was  going on,   Short met with Jenkins
and Vilardi on January 7,   1981,   to seek their permission to post  the letter.
Short testified that he  asked for their  permission several times,   and  that
neither Jenkins nor Vilardi raised any objection to the posting.    The judge
specifically credited Shortfs testimony explaining his  reasons for the posting:

Well,   In reading the letter,   of course,   it  brought
out  a lot of questions   to my mind.     Being in my
position,   I am aware that not  everyone Is  going to

II      This case does not  require us to  develop  a more detailed inventory
of what is covered by the  term adverse action.    We recognize that dis-
crimination may manifest Itself   In subtle or  Indirect  forms  of adverse
action.     See generally Moses v.   Whitley Development   Corp.,   4 FMSHRC
1475,  1478  (August 1982) .    We also borrow the  apt words of the Court of
Claims,  writing in a related context,   that an adverse  action "does not
mean any action which an employee does not  like."    Fucik v,   United States,
655 F.2d  1089,  1096  (Ct.   Cl.  1981).    Determinations  as  to whether an
adverse action was  taken must be made  on a case-by-case basis.
3/      The truth of Jenkins1 various complaints was not  specifically tried In
This proceeding and Is not relevant to  the discrimination issues presented
on review.
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